
Chapter 5—Consultation, Coordination, 
and Responses to Comments
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This chapter includes information on agency and 
public consultation and coordination as required 
under NEPA. Consultation under other environmen-
tal laws (such as the ESA) is found in the appendixes 
to this final EIS. 

5.1 Public Involvement

Scoping Activities
A notice of intent to develop a CCP and a request 

for comments was published in the Federal Register 
on August 7, 2013 (78 FR 19052). The notice of intent 
notified the public of our intent to begin the CCP and 

EIS process, of how the public could contact us and 
provide us with comments, and of the several public 
meetings we subsequently held in the refuge 
vicinity.

Public Scoping Outreach
Early in the preplanning phase, we identified a 

process that would be inclusive of many interests, 
would involve a range of activities for keeping the 
public informed, and would ensure meaningful public 
input. To date, we have used various methods to 
solicit guidance and feedback from interested citi-
zens, organizations, and government agencies. These 
methods have included outreach materials; public 
scoping meetings; agency meetings (planning team); 
briefings and presentations; and letters, email, and 
telephone calls.

Planning Updates
A planning update was mailed in mid-June 2013 

ahead of the four public meetings we held near the 
refuge. The planning update outlined the planning 
process; the dates, times, and locations of the public 
scoping meetings; and ways for the public to get 

We abuse land because we regard it as a 
commodity belonging to us. When we see 

land as a community to which we belong, we 
may begin to use it with love and respect.

Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac
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involved in the planning process and provide us with 
comments. We presented the information contained 
in the planning update during local agency meetings. 
The planning update distribution list consisted of 
individuals, agencies, and organizations who had pre-
viously expressed an interest in refuge activities. 

Press Release
Our Division of External Affairs sent a press 

release to all appropriate media organizations 
throughout Colorado, including congressional offices, 
other federal and state agency offices, and tribal 
agencies, announcing the planning process and noti-
fying the public of the schedule and location of the 
public meetings. News articles about the refuge and 
the planning process appeared in local newspapers 
and online publications prior to the meetings. 

Project Web Site
The project’s planning Web site was established in 

early May 2013. The site provides information about 
the public scoping meetings, as well as downloadable 
versions of all of the available public scoping docu-
ments, the notice of intent, the planning update, and 
the refuge’s Comprehensive Management Plan. All 
interested individuals can sign up to be on the project 
mailing list or can provide public comment through 
the planning Web site.

Public Scoping Meetings
The four public scoping meetings (July 25 to 

August 15, 2013) were a major component of the pub-
lic scoping process. The purpose of these meetings 
was to inform the public about our planning process 
and about the refuge and its resources, and to solicit 
public concerns and planning ideas that will be con-
sidered in the CCP and EIS. The four meetings were 
held at the following locations: 

■■ July 25, 2013: Public scoping meeting at the 
Reunion Recreation Center

■■ July 30, 2013: Public scoping meeting at the 
Central Park Recreation Center

■■ August 7, 2013: English and Spanish bilin-
gual public scoping meetings at the Com-
merce City Recreation Center

■■ August 15, 2013: English and Spanish public 
scoping meetings at the Montbello Recre-
ation Center

Following a brief welcome and introduction, Ser-
vice staff made a 15-minute presentation that out-
lined the following topics: (1) a description of the 
Service and the purpose of the Refuge System; (2) a 
description of the refuge and its purposes, resources, 
and management; (3) an overview of the CCP and 
EIS process; and (4) the project schedule.

After the presentation, the remainder of the 
meeting was divided into two components: questions 
and answers and public comments. During the ques-
tion and answer session, the facilitator took questions 
from the audience, all of which we answered. Most of 
the meeting time was spent in the question and 
answer session. Following the question and answer 
period, we took comments from those who wanted to 
offer them. This format enabled participants to have 
their questions answered about the planning process 
and also identified many of the important issues. 

Other Briefings
As part of the scoping process, we briefed or gave 

presentations to the City of Commerce City Council, 
the Denver Parks and Recreation Department, DIA 
management, the Rocky Mountain Arsenal Commit-
tee, and others.

5.2 Agency and Tribal 
Coordination

In accordance with the Service’s planning policy, 
the preplanning and scoping process began with for-
mal notification and a personal invitation to Native 
American tribes; other Federal, State, and local 
agencies with a land management interest; locally 
elected officials; and municipalities, inviting them to 
participate as cooperating agencies and members of 
the planning team. 

Native American Tribes
We sent letters of notification about the planning 

process, including an invitation to participate on the 
planning team, to the following tribes: Northern 
Arapaho Tribe, Northern Cheyenne Tribe, Southern 
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Ute Tribe, and Ute Mountain Tribe. We will work 
with tribes who are interested in the planning 
process. 

Federal, State, and Local Agencies
We sent letters of notification about the planning 

process, including an invitation to participate on the 
planning team, to the following agencies, groups and 
municipalities: EPA, FHWA, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture—APHIS, U.S. Army, Colorado Parks 
and Wildlife, CDPHE, TCHD, Adams County Board 
of Commissioners, City of Commerce City, City and 
County of Denver, and DIA.

5.3 Cooperating Agencies

The following agencies have participated as coop-
erating agencies in the development of the draft CCP 
and EIS: FHWA, U.S. Department of Agriculture—
APHIS, UDFCD, U.S. Army, Colorado Parks and 
Wildlife, TCHD, Adams County, City of Commerce 
City, Denver City and County, Denver Water, and 
DIA. They have provided input on the refuge’s vision 
and goals, alternatives development, environmental 
consequences, and the internal review of the draft 
CCP and EIS. We greatly value the input that we 
have received from the cooperating agencies.

5.4 Scoping Results

The following summarizes the methods for com-
ment collection and analysis and a summary of scop-
ing comments. The planning team collected 
comments, questions, and concerns about the future 
of the refuge through public meetings, letters, email, 
and other methods as described above.

Methods for Scoping Comment 
Collection and Analysis

The objective of the scoping process is to gather 
the full range of comments, questions, and concerns 
that the public has about management of the refuge 
or the planning process. All comments, questions, or 
issues—whether from written submissions or 

recorded at the public meetings—were organized by 
topic. Every effort was made to document all issues, 
questions, and concerns. Regardless of whether com-
ments and questions were general or about specific 
points of concern, they were added to the list one 
time.

We provided the following optional questions to 
the public:

■■ What are the qualities and characteristics 
that you most value about the Rocky Moun-
tain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge?

■■ What do you consider to be the most impor-
tant issues concerning the Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge that 
should be addressed in the refuge planning 
process?

■■ What opportunities exist to manage wildlife 
habitat, provide for priority wildlife-depen-
dent public uses, and develop partnerships 
with the community?

All the comments we received from individuals on 
our NEPA documents become part of the official pub-
lic record. We handle all requests for information 
contained in comments in accordance with the Free-
dom of Information Act, NEPA (40 CFR 1506.6 (f)), 
and other DOI and Service policies and procedures. 

Summary of the Scoping 
Comments

During the initial scoping process, we received 
input on a wide array of topics and subtopics. Com-
ments were submitted in writing or offered at the 
public meetings held in July and August in Denver, 
City of Commerce City, Stapleton, and Montbello, 
Colorado. 

1. Big Ideas

■■ Work to connect people to nature, particu-
larly the grasslands. It takes education for 
people to appreciate the grasslands.

■■ People see it as a no-man’s land and have no 
idea what is there. We need to get the word 
out about the beautiful resources.

■■ It is a challenge to overcome the refuge’s 
history and reputation and to reframe it as a 
welcoming place for neighbors.
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■■ Set clear expectations. Educate people 
about what is there (wildlife and habitats). It 
is not a zoo—seeing wildlife is not a guaran-
tee—it is about experiencing a natural 
setting. 

■■ Maintain the quiet, the soundscape, and the 
sense of retreat from the surrounding urban 
setting.

■■ Work toward authentic engagement with 
partnership organizations for environmen-
tal education in classrooms and outside. It 
should be well documented and in place to 
outlive staffing changes.

■■ We don’t want history to fade into the back-
ground. It is an important piece of this 
unique refuge. Leave behind some of the 
Arsenal’s history. Balance sharing the site’s 
history and the evolution of the property 
with reassuring people that it is now clean 
and that visitors are welcome. 

2. Suggestions for New or Expanded Facilities

■■ Add more hiking trails.

■■ Acquire a mobile Visitor Center (to take off-
site or to have on other parts of the refuge. 
It could offer interpretive information and 
sell snacks).

■■ Add signs that explain the reasoning behind 
rules and regulations.

3. Access and Modes of Travel

■■ Provide access to areas up north that are 
great for bird watching.

■■ Allow biking on the roads.

■■ Expand the bus tour and Wildlife Drive.

■■ Reopen the Havana Street entrance. The 
Montbello neighborhood feels cut off. The 
neighborhood appreciated having access 
right there instead of having to go on the 
highway. 

■■ Improve transportation connections to the 
refuge from neighborhoods (bus, safe bike 
routes).

4. Ideas for Interpretation

■■ Offer audio interpretation for the auto tour 
route.

■■ Increase the amount of interpretive signs.

■■ Interpretation should extend outside the 
Visitor Center. Interpret natural resources 
and history onsite.

■■ Interpret the history, evolution, and resto-
ration of the site. We don’t want these his-
torical layers to get lost.

■■ Consider using artwork or interpretive 
sculptures to spur conversation and reflec-
tion about the history and evolution of the 
site.

■■ Invite a storyteller to come out and share 
the site’s history.

■■ Share insights into animal behavior, little 
facts that enhance the visitors’ experience.

■■ Provide backpacks that families can “check 
out” at the Visitor Center that are full of 
activities that get kids excited.

5. Ideas for Environmental Education

■■ This area of Denver lacks environmental 
education opportunities.

■■ Increase outreach to schools and encourage 
use by school groups.

■■ Work with schools. Get the kids out there 
and they will get their parents out there if 
they get excited about it.

■■ Have K–8 grassland program in place.

■■ Encourage more interactions between the 
refuge and smaller nature and education 
organizations.

6. Hunting

■■ Do not allow hunting.

■■ Hunting has taken over as the dominant use 
on other refuges.

7.  Outreach and Community Engagement

■■ Bring in nontraditional visitors.
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■■ Provide more activities for families.

■■ Create more opportunities for Citizen 
Science.

■■ Remove some of the chain link fencing 
(along 56th Avenue) to make it appear more 
natural, more welcoming.

■■ Educate the surrounding communities 
about what is on the refuge and why we are 
conserving species. 

■■ Distribute more information about the ref-
uge. Make public announcements. 

■■ Host contests on impressions of the refuge.

■■ It is important to take a critical look at the 
messages we are giving to people of color as 
we go through this process. Show people of 
color in our communications. Train staff to 
understand cultural diversity.

Subsequently, we identified eight significant 
issues or topics to address (please refer to chapter 1):

1. Seize the opportunity to connect people to 
nature at the refuge.

2. Improve promotion and conduct more out-
reach about the refuge and what it has to 
offer.

3. Set clear expectations about what a wildlife 
refuge is, does, and offers.

4. Maintain the sense of retreat from the sur-
rounding urban setting.

5. Collaborate with partners to improve envi-
ronmental education opportunities on and 
off the refuge.

6. Interpret the site’s history.

7. Build new visitor facilities and expand pro-
gramming (such as more trails, better signs, 
enhanced interpretive media, more environ-
mental education, increased outreach).

8. Improve access and transportation systems 
(such as more biking opportunities, addi-
tional entry points, expanded wildlife drive, 
neighborhood connections).

5.5 Development of Draft 
Alternatives

We consider alternatives development in the 
preparation of a draft CCP and EIS to be an iterative 
process, meaning it evolves during the course of plan 
development. Alternatives development began in the 
winter of 2013–2014. The core planning team devel-
oped four approaches to managing the refuge: three 
action alternatives and the no-action alternative (that 
is, maintaining current management direction). 
Alternative C was designated the preferred alterna-
tive. Each of the draft alternatives presented a dif-
ferent approach for future management with varying 
focus on wildlife and habitat management and visitor 
services. Following further input from Service staff 
and our cooperating agencies, we refined and 
adjusted the alternatives. Following the completion 
of an internal draft of the CCP/EIS, the planning 
group met to review environmental impacts, the 
degree to which agency goals would be met, and the 
costs associated with each alternative. The group 
then discussed and selected a preferred alternative, 
which was a blend of alternatives C and D, but which 
most closely resembled alternative C. Members of the 
multi-agency team then met with the boards and 
commissions of the City of Commerce City and City 
and County of Denver to brief them on the decision 
and reasoning.

5.6 Release of the Draft CCP/EIS 

Outreach Activities Related to the 
Draft CCP/EIS

The draft CCP/EIS was released for public 
review on May 6, 2015, for a 60-day review and com-
ment period following the publication of a notice of 
availability in the Federal Register. That period 
ended July 6, 2015. We sought further input from 
agencies, organizations, and the public during work-
shops held in June 2015. Fewer than 10 persons 
attended four public meetings held in the following 
locations:

■■ June 1, 2015. Reunion Recreation Center, 
Commerce City, CO
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■■ June 4, 2015, Green Valley Recreation Cen-
ter, Denver, CO

■■ June 9, 2015, Central Park Recreation Cen-
ter, Denver, CO

■■ June 11, 2015, Commerce City, Recreation 
Center, Commerce City, CO

Public meetings included a presentation by Ser-
vice staff, an opportunity for reading formal com-
ments into the record, and a more informal question 
and answer session. Questions that the Service felt 
were of interest to the general public were recorded, 
and responses are shown in the comments and 
responses section later in this chapter. Members of 
the public were encouraged to submit written com-
ments to the project website: http://www.fws.gov/
mountain-prairie/refuges/co_rkm.php or to mail 
them in writing. The Service received a total of 11 
comment letters or emails. Six of these were from 
agencies, two from organizations, and three from the 
general public. In total, the refuge received 123 com-
ments in letters, emails, and comments made at the 
workshops. 

5.7 Comments and Responses 
on Draft CCP/EIS

This section presents: 

■■ Copies of written comments from Federal, 
State, and local government agencies and 
organizations, with responses to those 
comments.

■■ A summary of comments from individuals 
and responses to substantive comments 
from individuals. 

The primary purpose of this section is to address 
the substantive comments received on the draft CCP/
EIS. As defined by the NEPA compliance guidelines, 
comments are considered substantive if they:

■■ Question, with reasonable basis, the accu-
racy of the information in the document.

■■ Question, with reasonable basis, the ade-
quacy of the environmental analysis.

■■ Present reasonable alternatives other than 
those presented in the EIS.

■■ Cause changes or revisions in the proposal.
We have responded to each of the substantive 

individual comments and, where appropriate, have 
made changes to the text of the draft CCP/EIS to 
produce this final EIS and, ultimately, a final CCP. 
Although some of the comments do not meet the 
regulatory definition of substantive, we have also 
chosen to respond to some non-substantive comments 
where the public displayed a strong interest. 

The comments and responses are divided into two 
sections. The first section provides copies of the com-
ments made by Federal, State, local, and tribal gov-
ernment agencies as well as tax-exempt nonprofit 
organizations. The second section presents a sum-
mary of the comments made by the general public or 
other entities, including both written comments and 
comments made at one of the four public meetings.

In compliance with the spirit of the Privacy Act of 
1974, it is the policy of Region 6 to not routinely pub-
lish names, addresses, or other personal information 
of individuals (agencies and organizations are 
excluded from this policy). 

Responses to Agency and 
Organization Comments

We received formal comments from the following 
agencies and organizations:

1. Environmental Protection Agency

2. U.S. Army

3. Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment

4. City of Commerce City

5. Denver Department of Aviation

6. Denver Parks and Recreation

7. Defenders of Wildlife Rockies and Plains 
Office

8. Audubon Society of Greater Denver

Letters from these agencies and organizations are 
shown in the following pages. Next to each repro-
duced letter is our response, numbered to correspond 
to specific comments in the letter.
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Responses to Comments Made by 
Individuals

This section includes responses to comments 
made by members of the public. These are coded and 
shown in the table below to protect the name of the 
commenter. 

How To Find Responses to Your Comment

■■ Comments are organized by topic in table 
21. Each comment has a corresponding com-
ment code.

■■ Comment code numbers identified with bold 
text indicate that the comments are consid-
ered to be substantive and/or received a 
response. 

■■ Look up the comment code for the comment 
of interest to find the comment and our 
response.

Comments by Issue
Each comment made by an individual is recorded 

in the table below. Similar comments were grouped.  

Table 21. How to find responses to your comment.
Comment Code Comment/Issue Description

Actions in Alternatives
ALT Flesh out details of hunting

ALT Making Lake Mary paths, parking etc. ADA compliant should be a priority

ALT More attention and clarity regarding ADA compliance

ALT Clarity on Legacy Loop v. Wildlife Drive

Black-footed ferret questions
BFF Viewing of black-footed ferrets

BFF Control of BFF numbers

Environmental Education
EE Outreach to schools

Land Use
LU Details of Partner Village

LU DIA park land adjacent to refuge

LU SW corner of refuge parcel 10

LU Status of cleanup

LU Landscape-scale approach

LU Inholdings on refuge

Non-substantive comments
NS Support one-way Wildlife Drive for access

NS Support bison reintroduction efforts

NS Support urban refuge idea

NS Support of alternative C

Socioeconomic 
SE Why is alternative A more expensive than alternative B

SE Funding

SE Need additional law enforcement

Traffic
T Traffic on Quebec

Visitor Use
VU Visitor increase numbers
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ALT—Actions in Alternatives
Comment: In the hunting section (beginning page 

44), it’s important to mention the following: which 
firearms or other weapons would be allowed for each 
type of hunt; discuss the safety of eating deer or 
doves and any supporting studies; is eating these 
hunted animals consistent with existing land use 
restrictions in 1989 Federal Facility Agreement?

Response: We have indicated that deer hunting 
would be by archery only and that the Refuge would 
not allow any rifle hunting. Beyond this, we will 
determine details in a subsequent hunting plan. 
Please note response addressing land use restrictions 
in EPA questions.

Comment: Making all of Lake Mary paths, park-
ing, etc. ADA compliant should be a top priority.

Response: While some parking and trails are 
accessible, we agree a top priority should be making 
these areas fully accessible.

Comment: Page 53: does “more user-friendly access” 
mean parking and pathways at Lake Mary will be 
accessible to people with disabilities? It’s not clear.

Response: No. “User-friendly” was not meant to 
describe accessibility under the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act. Currently, fee stations are not located 

near proximate parking and regulations are not 
posted. The goal is to make the fishing experience 
simpler for all audiences.

BFF—Black-Footed Ferret Management
Comment: The text says reintroduction of black-

footed ferrets at the refuge will provide viewing 
opportunities. Since the species is nocturnal, how will 
viewing be available?

Response: It is possible that the refuge would offer 
limited night spotlighting tours for visitors. Also, we 
anticipate creating a viewing area where visitors can 
see ferret habitat and possibly the animals them-
selves. As with any wildlife species, the chances of 
observing free-ranging ferrets will be variable. How-
ever, the ferret exhibit would provide much better 
opportunities for the public to see these animals in a 
controlled setting. 

Comment: Is controlling the numbers of black-
footed ferrets anticipated?

Response: No. Overpopulation of black-footed fer-
rets on the refuge is not considered likely. However, 
relocation of wild ferrets from the refuge to other 
locations is likely to be undertaken.

Table 21. How to find responses to your comment.
Comment Code Comment/Issue Description

VU Need for fences

VU Walking in bison area

VU Visitation in Rocky Flats

VU Quiet areas

VU Fishing events named incorrectly

Visitor Experience
VE Impacts on wildlife and other visitors

VE Control at access points

VE Safety and protection of wildlife with current staff

VE Impact of power lines on visitor experience

Wildlife
WI Acres of bison habitat

WI Bird diversity, numbers

WI Reintroduction of pronghorn

WI Plague as a concern

WI Prairie dogs imported to refuge

Editorial
ED Changes in maps to correctly identify Wildlife Drive and Legacy Loop

ED Changes to text to correctly name facilities or features
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LU—Land Use
Comment: What is the concept behind Partner 

Village?
Response: The concept of Partner Village is to 

provide an appropriate location for facilities at our 
gateway entrance that supports both increased visi-
tation and our larger conservation goals. There would 
be more developed facilities such as concessions or 
restaurants, restrooms, and so on to supply what visi-
tors might need before entering the refuge. It is also 
envisioned as a conservation hub—where other State, 
local, or private conservation organizations could 
lease office space.

Comment: Is DIA parkland adjacent to the refuge 
going to be maintained as parkland?

Response: Mayor Hancock (Denver) has indicated 
that lands between the refuge and Pena Boulevard 
may be managed for conservation purposes. These 
lands are a part of the Denver International Airport 
and current management plans show these lands as 
open space. However, consistent with FAA regula-
tions, these lands must always be retained and 
reserved for future airport use.

Comment: What is the status and preference for 
acquiring the section of land in the southwest corner 
of the refuge (section 10) where land use is labeled 
“not yet determined”?

Response: In 1969, the U.S. Army donated lands 
in Section 10 to the City and County of Denver for 
expansion of Stapleton International Airport’s run-
ways. The deed for this agreement included language 
that lands not used for airport purposes would revert 
to Federal ownership. The Service has agreed that 
the FAA will be responsible for making the final deci-
sion on this matter. These lands are currently man-
aged by the Service. If it is determined that these 
lands have reverted, they will be officially added to 
the refuge’s Environmental Education Zone.

SE—Socioeconomic
Comment: Why is alternative A more expensive 

than alternative B?
Response: Under Alternative B, the refuge would 

operate more like its rural counterparts. This 
approach would include reducing Visitor Services 
staff (by 2 FTE) over current (that is, alternative A) 
levels, accounting for the reduction in overall cost of 
alternative B.

Comment: What happens if the refuge does not get 
the $1.5 million to pay for implementation of the pre-
ferred alternative? What if it is not allocated?

Response: The Service created alternatives we 
believed were economically feasible, but it is true 

that federal budgets vary and we may not receive all 
the appropriations needed to implement alternative 
C. However, we are seeking funding from outside 
sources (such as FHWA grants). While we may not 
be fully funded immediately, it is feasible that over 
the 15-year lifecycle of the CCP, we will receive suf-
ficient funding to fully implement alternative C.

Comment: With the addition of more access points 
to the refuge, a potential new hunting program, other 
new additional allowable uses of the refuge, the 
potential of the expansion of access to other parts of 
the refuge via the Wildlife Drive, in addition to the 
present activities handled by the Refuge Officer, 
there are way too many responsibilities for one Ref-
uge Officer to handle at an urban refuge that will be 
getting much more additional visitation and activi-
ties. An additional officer should be a very high prior-
ity for this refuge and should be included in the CCP 
Personnel table.

Response: After careful consideration, we agree 
that one additional officer would not be adequate to 
fully ensure visitor safety and wildlife protection, 
and so have modified our economic analysis (section 
4.9), personnel estimates (table 7), and costs for alter-
native C (table 20) to add two new officers (for a total 
of three officers).

T—Traffic
Comment: Will traffic be backed up on Quebec as 

visitation increases at the refuge?
Response: The planning team included transporta-

tion engineers and city planners from the City of 
Commerce City, the City and County of Denver, and 
FHWA. Traffic models for Quebec Street (as well as 
Highway 2, 56th Avenue, and 96th Avenue) include 
increased visitation to the refuge.

VU—Visitor Use
Comment: Why do visitor numbers increase so 

much more under alternative C than D?
Response: Visitor projections are included in 

appendix D. We believe visitation increases under 
alternative D would be similar to those under alter-
native B (4% annually) and much less than under 
alternative C. This is primarily because alternative 
D would focus on offsite visitor opportunities to a 
greater degree than alternative C. These projections 
show that visitation under alternative D would be 
approximately 600,000, while it would be approxi-
mately 1,000,000 under alternative C.

Comment: If development outside the refuge 
boundary continues and moves right up to the prop-
erty line, how will protection of wildlife continue 
without an ugly permanent fence?
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Response: The Service will not remove its perim-
eter fence (see section 3.9, page 69 of draft CCP/EIS). 
The movement of large animals such as bison and 
deer onto neighboring high-speed roads or into resi-
dential, urban, and airport environments could be 
very dangerous to humans and animals alike. We do 
plan to realign the fence and to use more aesthetic 
materials. The fence along 96th Avenue is an example 
of one area that is both protective of wildlife and 
more aesthetic, because much of the fence is hidden 
by vegetation.

Comment: Will visitors be able to walk in the bison 
area?

Response: Under alternative C, there will be 37 
miles of hiking trails. No hiking trails will be con-
structed in areas with bison. The potential risk of 
death or serious injury from a bison can be mitigated 
by staying within a vehicle, and trails in these areas 
are not considered necessary.

Comment: When will visitation at Rocky Flats 
begin?

Response: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge is 
covered by its own CCP (completed in 2005). Public 
visitation is fully described in this plan. Public tours 
have begun in 2015 and public opportunities will 
increase with funding.

Comment: Please be sure to preserve areas where 
we can get away from the city and have a quiet and 
solitary experience.

Response: “Maintaining a sense of retreat” in the 
midst of a highly urbanized area was a significant 
issue to be addressed in this plan (section 1.7). This 
plan considered and analyzed the effects of each 
alternative on soundscapes. Under alternative C, we 
will focus our attention on preserving the quietest 
areas of the refuge by limiting noise-producing activ-
ities. We have limited ability to control noise from 
adjacent lands, but will continue to remind neighbors 
of noise impacts on the refuge and its wildlife 
resources (page 136).

VE—Visitor Experience
Comment: I am concerned about the effects of 

increased visitation on the visitor experience and 
wildlife for those seeking a less congested visit (for 
example, traffic).

Response: We share your concern and the plan-
ning team included FHWA staff to assist with trans-
portation planning. The current alternatives include 
several measures to smooth out traffic flow. For 
example, alternative C includes opening the Wildlife 
Drive, now used only for tours by buses or shuttles to 
cars, but only in one direction. This would allow cars 
to stop in one lane to view wildlife while others could 

pass. The plan will be reviewed periodically. If con-
flicts arise between actions proposed in this plan and 
our management of fish and wildlife resources, we 
reserve the ability to forgo actions proposed and 
make decisions to restrict access and public use 
activities (page xvi).

Comment: Although it is a positive to have more 
connections and access points, how would you keep 
the wildlife in and invasive species out now that it’s 
more permeable? Will there be double gates?

Response: The design of gates at new access 
points has yet to be finalized, but will be undertaken 
with consideration of how best to keep wildlife con-
tained. No gate will keep invasive plant species out, 
but larger nonnative animals (such as dogs) will not 
be able to incidentally pass into the refuge through 
gates.

Comment: Given anticipated visitor increase, who’s 
going to handle law enforcement? I support maintain-
ing just one vehicular entrance and this will help the 
refuge ensure safety. 

Response: The refuge has concurrent jurisdiction, 
meaning that both the Service and local Adams 
County law enforcement agencies may enforce rules. 
Currently, one federal wildlife officer is assigned to 
the three Denver Metropolitan national wildlife ref-
uges. Alternative C will increase the number of fed-
eral officers over time. Protecting people and keeping 
wildlife safe are priorities on the refuge. We also 
agree that maintaining a single vehicle entrance is 
essential to reducing the potential for the refuge 
being utilized as a cut-through for traffic.

Comment: The plan/EIS does not include any 
option or discussion for removing power lines, but it 
should. Are there impacts from the lines to visitors 
(viewing) or wildlife? Could Xcel expand the number 
of lines through the refuge? Is there an option of 
moving them below ground or outside the refuge? 
When the right-of-way was sold, where did the 
money go? Did it go to fund the refuge and could it be 
used to mitigate the refuge? 

Response: This plan will not address the large 
overhead power lines at the refuge (see section 1.8). 
These lines were installed in 1947 to support the U.S. 
Army’s operations and are located on a no cost ease-
ment that will not expire until 2047. Burying these 
power lines would be very expensive and the Service 
does not consider the added cost to be economically 
feasible. We would support re-routing these lines, but 
that decision rests with Xcel Energy. We agree these 
power lines affect both wildlife and the visitor view-
ing experience. Additional text has been added to the 
cumulative impact section of the EIS. 
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WI—Wildlife
Comment: How many acres of new bison habitat 

would be created and how was this determined? 
Response: The refuge’s HMP includes a detailed 

forage allocation model similar to that used in Theo-
dore Roosevelt National Park to determine the eco-
logical carrying capacity for bison, white-tailed deer, 
mule deer, and prairie dogs. Bison currently range on 
approximately 2,370 acres. As more infrastructure is 
constructed, approximately 12,165 acres will eventu-
ally be available for bison grazing. Please see appen-
dix H of the HMP, which has additional information 
on the model.

Comment: What have the bird species numbers 
been since 1992 and how will implementing the plan 
affect them? 

Response: The number of bird species is antici-
pated to decrease as restoration of short- and mixed-
grass prairie habitat is implemented. Eliminating 
nonnative habitat will decrease habitat diversity. The 
numbers of other animals will also decrease. For 
example, there were approximately 1,200 deer in 
1992; the current estimated deer population of 280 is 
in better ecological balance with the rest of the sys-
tem. As restoration continues, some species will 
increase in number and in some specific habitat types 
(such as riparian corridors).

Comment: People want to see diversity at the ref-
uge. If grassland bird numbers decrease, there may 
be fewer visitors.

Response: Service policy is to restore native spe-
cies and natural habitat. Even though the refuge’s 
reservoirs are not natural, the decision was made to 
keep these features because they provide important 
wildlife habitat in the metropolitan area. Other habi-
tat, especially riparian corridors, prairie, woodlands, 
and wetlands, is natural at the refuge and would be 
restored. Please see the refuge’s HMP for additional 
information on these decisions.

Comment: Is plague a concern at the refuge?
Response: Yes. The bacterium (Yersinia pestis) 

that causes plague has persisted throughout the ages 
but is relatively new to North America. In the past, 
plague has affected prairie dog colonies on the ref-
uge. Currently, the Service conducts plague manage-
ment activities to reduce the disease’s primary 
vector of transmission (fleas). Seery et al. (2003) dis-
cussed a plague event that caused high mortality of 
prairie dogs in some untreated colonies on the refuge 
but did not appear to affect nearby colonies where 
plague management was undertaken.

Comment: Can prairie dogs from other locations be 
accepted at the refuge?

Response: If needed, and in keeping with State 
and local regulations, the refuge may accept prairie 
dogs from other locations.

5.8 Changes to the Proposed 
Action and EIS

In response to public comments on the draft CCP/
EIS, we made several changes to the proposed 
action, none of which is significant. Alternative C—
the proposed action in the draft CCP/EIS—was also 
designated by the team as the preferred alternative. 
Barring any substantive and significant comments on 
the final EIS, this alternative will be selected for 
implementation. As a result of public comments and 
our own reconsideration of alternative C, we made 
the following changes: 

■■ Originally, alternative C would have 
resulted only in exterior renovation of the 
Egli House. Now, it will entail interior res-
toration as well. 

■■ The roads leading to the gates at the south 
and west entrances to the refuge are now 
used primarily by staff for entry and exit. 
Under alternative C, use of these gates will 
be phased out over time. The roads may be 
maintained to provide emergency access.

■■ We chose to eliminate bison roundup view-
ing stands from consideration, as any view 
of bison from the stands would be blocked 
by the walls of the roundup facility itself.

■■ More than one commenter noted that one 
law enforcement officer (current conditions) 
would be inadequate to patrol the refuge if 
visitation were to increase substantially as 
predicted under alternative C. In addition, 
the preferred alternative includes creating 
several new access points, increasing the 
extent of area that law enforcement officers 
would have to monitor to ensure protection 
of visitors, property, and wildlife. Two addi-
tional officers (for a total of three) were 
added to alternative C. 

■■ Public comments and in-house concern over 
the logistics of a shotgun hunt for doves also 
made us reconsider whether this is feasible. 
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Although the CCP will include the possibil-
ity of a dove hunt, we believe we need addi-
tional study and greater detail before such a 
hunt could be implemented. 

We also added information and clarified some 
aspects of the alternatives and impacts. We added 
information about Partner Village, a concept included 
in alternatives C and D. We added more detail on how 
each alternative met our stated goals and on why 
alternative C is our preferred alternative. We clari-
fied that the introduction of native species such as 
sage grouse, prairie chicken, and pronghorn would 
more deeply investigated to ensure that it is techni-
cally and otherwise feasible at the refuge. A few 
agency commenters pointed out that consumption of 
hunted animals is not something the Federal Facility 
Agreement for the refuge allows. We clarified our 
agreement with this point and added that we would 
need to develop an appropriate process for changing 
this piece of the agreement before implementing any 
hunting program.
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and Recreation Natural Areas)
Damian Higham (City and County of Denver, 

Denver Water)
Kenneth Conright (TCHD)
Courtney Tomlin (TCHD)
David Mallory (UDFCD)
Brandon Howes (DIA)
Jeannette Stoufer (DIA)
Mark Kunugi (DIA)
Scott Morrissey (DIA)
Stapleton Development Corporation

Public Libraries
Brighton Branch Library
Commerce City Branch Library
State Library
Montbello Branch Library
Denver Public Library

Organizations
Carolyn Boller (Friends of the Front Range Wild-

life Refuges)
Norma Portnoy (Kids First Program in associa-

tion with Adams County, School District 14)
National Wildlife Federation
Audubon Society
Rocky Mountain Greenway Steering Committee 

(15 copies)
Stapleton Citizens’ Advisory Board (25 copies)

5.10 List of Preparers and 
Contributors

This document is the result of extensive and 
enthusiastic collaboration among members of the 
planning team, which includes refuge staff and other 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service employees as well as 
several contributors from our cooperating agencies 
and other organizations.

We are very grateful to all who have participated 
in the preparation of this plan, especially our coop-
erative agencies who attended planning team meet-
ings; helped identify issues; provided input on 
alternative approaches, objectives, and strategies; 
helped us assess the environmental consequences of 
alternatives; reviewed draft planning documents; and 
provided extensive support and information through-
out the planning process.

Table 22. Core planning team.
Name Agency and/or position Contributions

Jenny Axmacher City of Commerce City, City Planner Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Barbara Boyle U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wildlife 
Refuge System, Region 6, Refuge Supervisor

Planning overview and assistance in 
developing vision, goals, and alternatives

Thomas Butts Tri-County Health Department, Acting Deputy 
Director

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Chris Cramer City of Commerce City, Community Development, 
Director

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Kendra Cross U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Traci Ferguson City of Commerce City, Parks and Recreation, 
Parks Planner

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences
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Table 22. Core planning team.
Name Agency and/or position Contributions

Bernardo Garza U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Biological Resources, Branch of Planning, 
Planning Team Leader

Lead planner; plan and planning team 
coordinator; and plan organization, writ-
ing, and review

Scott Gilmore City and County of Denver, Parks and Recreation, 
Deputy of Parks and Planning

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Toni Griffin U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of 
Biological Resources, Branch of Planning, Acting 
Branch Chief

Lead planner; plan and planning team 
coordinator; and plan organization, writ-
ing, and review

Bruce Hastings U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal NWR, Deputy Project Leader

Planning coordination, organization, 
analysis, writing, and review

Jay Henke City and County of Denver, Parks and Recreation, 
Senior Landscape Architect

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Elijah Henley U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, Central Federal Lands 
Highway Division, Federal Highway 
Administrator

Assistance with analysis and develop-
ment of access and transportation alter-
natives and environmental consequences

Mindy Hetrick U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Wildlife 
Biologist

Planning development, analysis, writing, 
and review

Levi Hodson U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services, 
Wildlife Biologist

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Brandon Howes Denver International Airport, Planning and 
Environmental Services, Senior Landside  
Planner

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

John Hughes U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Black-
Footed Ferret Conservation Center, Wildlife 
Biologist

Assistance with and consultation on the 
reintroduction of the black-footed ferret

Nick Kaczor U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Assistant 
Refuge Manager

Planning development, analysis, writing, 
and review

Melanie Kaknes Colorado Parks and Wildlife, District Wildlife 
Manager—Sedalia

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Edward (Mark) 
Kalitowski

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Cartography 
and GIS

GIS analysis and mapping for public 
meetings and the plan, planning develop-
ment, analysis, writing, and review

Carolyn Keith City of Commerce City, Parks and Recreation, 
Director

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Mark Kunugi Denver International Airport, Environmental 
Services, Environmental Public Health Manager

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Susan Linner U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services 
Colorado Field Office, former Field Supervisor

Assistance with and consultation on the 
reintroduction of the black-footed ferret

David Lucas U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Project Leader

Overall planning coordination, organiza-
tion, analysis, writing, and review

Morgan Malley U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, Central Federal Lands 
Highway Division, Transportation Planner

Assistance with analysis and develop-
ment of access and transportation alter-
natives and environmental consequences
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Table 22. Core planning team.
Name Agency and/or position Contributions

David Mallory Urban Drainage and Flood Control District, 
Program Manager

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Melodie Mascarenaz Tri-County Health Department, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal Field Supervisor and former Office 
Director

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Shannon McDowell Adams County, Parks and Community Resources, 
Open Space Program Manager

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives and environmental 
consequences

Patsy McEntee National Park Service, Rivers, Trails and 
Conservation Assistance Program, Landscape 
Architect

Assistance with alternatives develop-
ment, mapping, and workshop coordina-
tion

Laurie Miskimins U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 
Highway Administration, Central Federal Lands 
Highway Division, Transportation Planner

Assistance with analysis and develop-
ment of access and transportation alter-
natives and environmental consequences

Scott Morrissey Denver International Airport, Environmental 
Services, Director of Environmental Programs

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Jess Ortiz City and County of Denver, Denver Public Works 
Department, Senior Engineer and Project 
Manager for Capital Projects Management

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Tom Ronning U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Wildlife Refuge 
Specialist

Planning coordination, organization, 
analysis, writing, and review

Cindy Souders U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Supervisory 
Park Ranger

Planning coordination, organization, 
analysis, writing, and review

Christopher Spivey U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Federal Wildlife 
Officer

Planning coordination, organization, 
analysis, writing, and review

Jeannette Hillaire- 
Stoufer

Denver International Airport, Planning and 
Development, Acting Director of Planning

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Kelly Uhing City and County of Denver, Parks and Recreation, 
Natural Areas Program, City Naturalist

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Rachelle Urso City of Commerce City, Public Works and 
Engineering, Development Engineer

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Sandy Vana-Miller U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services 
Colorado Field Office, Wildlife Biologist—Platte 
River Recovery Program

Assistance with and consultation on the 
reintroduction of the black-footed ferret

Vicki Vargas-Madrid Colorado Parks and Wildlife, District Wildlife 
Manager

Assistance with development of vision, 
goals, alternatives, and environmental 
consequences

Mitchel Werner (Former) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division 
of Biological Resources, Branch of Planning, 
Writer and Editor

Review, editing, and document layout

Scott Whiteaker U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Wildlife Refuge 
Specialist

Planning coordination, organization, 
analysis, writing, and review
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Table 23. Other contributors and reviewers.
Name Agency and/or position Contributions

Crystal Chick Colorado Parks and Wildlife, District Wildlife 
Manager—Denver

Document review

Catherine Cullinane 
Thomas

U.S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Cen-
ter, Policy Analysis and Science Assistance 
Branch, Economist

Regional economic profile, analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts

Susan Drobniak U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge

Assistance with overview of visitor ser-
vices

Diane Emmons U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wildlife 
Refuge System, Region 6, Division of Education 
and Visitor Services, Chief

Assistance with overview of visitor ser-
vices

Wes Erickson U.S. Army, Rocky Mountain Arsenal Document review

Pete Gober U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Black-
Footed Ferret Conservation Center, Recovery 
Coordinator

Assistance with and consultation on the 
reintroduction of the black-footed ferret

Joelle Greenland Adams County, Parks and Community Resources, 
Long Range Planning

Document review

Damian Highmam Denver Water, Recycled Water Section Document review

Christopher Huber U.S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Cen-
ter, Policy Analysis and Science Assistance 
Branch, Economist

Regional economic profile, analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts

Tina Jackson Colorado Parks and Wildlife Document review

Julie Lyke U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Black-
Footed Ferret Conservation Center, Deputy 
Recovery Coordinator

Assistance with and consultation on the 
reintroduction of the black-footed ferret

Heather McDermott Adams County, Parks and Community Resources, 
Emergency Management

Document review

Holly Miller U.S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Cen-
ter, Policy Analysis and Science Assistance 
Branch, Social Scientist

Regional economic profile, analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts

Ken Morgan Colorado Parks and Wildlife Document review

Leslie Richardson U.S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Cen-
ter, Policy Analysis and Science Assistance Branch

Regional economic profile, analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts

Charles Scharmann U.S. Army, Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Program 
Manager

Document review

Rudy Schuster U.S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Cen-
ter, Policy Analysis and Science Assistance 
Branch, Chief and Social Scientist

Regional economic profile, analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts

Earlene Swann U.S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Cen-
ter, Policy Analysis and Science Assistance 
Branch, Social Scientist

Regional economic profile, analysis of 
socioeconomic impacts

Craig Tessmer Adams County, Parks and Community Resources, 
Environmental Services

Document review

Melvie Uhland U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wildlife 
Refuge System, Region 6, Division of Education 
and Visitor Services, Outdoor Recreation Planner

Assistance with overview of visitor ser-
vices
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Table 24. Consultants.
Name Agency and/or position Contributions

Mimi Mather Root House Studio, Principal Facilitation of planning team and public 
meetings; development of visual and 
printed resources

Heidi West Total Quality NEPA, Principal Assistance with NEPA procedures, analy-
sis, environmental consequences, work-
shops, and other NEPA issues and 
documentation
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